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By Pacsimlle 

Elaine Chadson Bredehoft, Esq. 
Charlson BrEdehoft & Cohen, P.C. 
1 1260 Roger Bacon Drive 
Suite 201 
REStQn,VA 20190 

Re: Gauiacq v. BDF. et al. 

Dear Elaine: 



i -wiitB on behalf of all defense counsel to address two discovery issoes that we 
would like to resolve "witlr you, if feasible, -wittiDUt court intervention. These matters are 
of some urgency because ftiey impact our ability to prepare effeotivBly for and complete 
the plaintifTs deposition, which has been scheduled for January 19 and 20, 2006. 

1. Incomplete tind Wop-Respoasive Response to Interroeatories 

The responses to intenagatories that you served upon defense counsel on 
December 12, 2005 are non-responsive and evasive. In addition, they have not been 
signed by the party. The set of interrogatories served upon you by EDF and EDFINA 
contained merely 13 intoLrDgatories, more than half of which Gaujacq has faiLed to 
answer responsively. In particular, hut without limitation, the following responses are 
wholly insufScient: 

Interrogatory No. 3 : No response was given to the quesdon of what compensation 
plaintiff has received from her employment subsequent to her terminatian, nor has the 
location ofher employment with Entergy been provided. 

Interrogatorv No. 4 : No response was given to the question of what persons 
Gaujacq had communication with relating to employment opportunities or the substance 
of such oommunicatioiis. 
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InterroBatorvNo. 8 : TluB respDnsB is wholly evasive, not addressing the TnattEr of 
Gaujacq's deletion of the contents of EDFDSIA'a laptop before slia returned it to 
EDFINA, and no response was given as to tlie identiSoation of the software Gaujacq used 
to delete tliB laptop or the identification of persons with knowledge of suet deletion. 

hterroeatorv No. 9 : This response is misdirected to matters that appear to have 
no cormeotion with the subject matter of the mtenrogatory, which was comnranications 
with Entergy Nuclear. The one paragraph in this response that does relate to Bntergy 
Nnolear fails to identify the person or the entity with whom Gaujacq had the alleged 
communication. 

Inten-Qgatorv Wd. 10 : Tho respanse, to the effect that companies had Icnowledge 
of the aBeged events, is not responsive to the questiDn to describe wifli particularity the 
damages to Gaujacq's reputation that she alleged in the 8 referenced paragraphs of the 
complaint. 

Ihterrogatorv No. 11 : The deficient response to Znterrogatory No, 10, referred to 
in response to Interrogatory No. 11, is equally non-responsive to the question to desoiitie 
with partioularitj' the damages to Gaujacq's career that she alleged iu 3 other referenaed 
paragraphs of the complaint. 

Interrogatoi-yNo. 13 : No answer whatsoever has been given to tins intenogatoiy 
regarding the identilncation of medical professionals iiom whom Gaujacq sought or 
received treatment in connection witli any emotional, mental, psychological or 
psychiatric problems. 

2. DenositJDn SchedulinE 

Denosition of the PlainfifF ; Defendants need more than 7 hours to take the 
deposition of plaintiff. We believe that we will require two to three 7-hour days to 
complete Gaujacq's deposition. Alternatively, since yon have advised us of Gaujacq's 
limited availability to absent herself fro m ber new employment, we would be will ing to 
negotiate a schedule for this deposition(mat wo uld be limited to two 1 Q-hour dayj ? The 
reason that we need this amount of time iTfliat there are three defendants and the 
complaint is extremely lengthy, containing 354 paragraphs of allegations. While we 
recognize the fact that the plaintifTs native language is French and that many of the 
documents are in French, we do not anticipate that those facts will require additional time 
for her deposition unless you intend to have an mterpreter at her deposition, You have 
offered to schedule her deposition for January 19 and 20, 2006, bnt at the same time you 
have stated your position that defendants are not entitled to more than 7 hours with the 
plaintiff. We want to clari^ these logistical issues as to the plaintiff's deposition. 
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D Please confirm tliat Gaujacq will be available for deposition for the two 
days scheduled. Please aclmowledge that defendants reserve the right to 
conthme the deposition oa a third day to be soheduled vmless we can come 
to an agreement as to extended deposition days for (he two days 
schediilBd. Please advise whether Gaujacq will have an inteiprater at her 
deposition. 

Rule 30K)(6) Deposition of BDF : We cannot schedule a Rule 30(b)C6) deposition 
until you have advised us of the scope of such deposition. 

o Please serve your 30(b)(6) notice. 

Deposition of Individual Defendant Nadal : "We cannot BcliBdule the deposition of 
Mr. Nadal until we laioTV whether you intend to seek a Rule 30(b)(6) deposition of 
EDFINA and, if so, the scope thereof because of tlie possibility that Mr. Nadal would he 
the corporate designee for any such deposition of EDKINA. It would he unacceptable to 
suhjecthimto two separate depositions. 

a Please confirm that you will not seek a Rule 3D(b)(6) notice of EDFINA 
or, if you do seelc such a depositioa, please serve your 30(b)(6) notice. 

We would lilcB to confer with you on these matters, in compliance with Local 
Civil Rule 7(m), and propose a telephone conference with you on Monday, Deoemher 19, 
2005 at 2;30 p jn. Please coniiim your availahUity for this telephone conference. 




DorofhSW^Bgal 



Ronalds. Cooper, Esq. 
David Clark, Esq. 
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December 19 2005 



By Facsimile 

Elaine Charlson Bredehoft, Esq. 

CharlsonBredehoft & Cohen, P.C. 

1 1 260 Roger Bacon Drive 

Suite 201 

Reston, VA 20190 

Re: Gauiacq v. EDF. et al. 

Dear Elaine; 

I write on behalf of all defense counsel in response to your e-maU of December 
19, 2005, regarding my letter to you of December 16, 2005 about discovery issues 
concerning (1) the interrogatory responses you served on December 12, 2005 and (2) 
deposition scheduluig. 

You have failed to respond to our substantive concerns about the deficient 
intenogatory response of the plaintiff, and you have refused to agree to our request 
regarding the amount of time for the deposition of your client, instead unilaterally 
reducing the amount of time you had previously offered for her deposition. Ydu declined 
to meet and confer with us by telephone today, as we had requested, but you did not offer 
an altemative time and, ia fact, appear to have ignored our request to meet and confer. 

Please provide us your earliest available times for a telephone conference on 
Tuesday or Wednesday of this week (December 20 or 21) or we will conclude that you 
are unwilling to meet and confer on these important issues, and we wiU so indicate to the 
Court. 

glaintiff s Won-Resnioiiisive sand Evasive Interroeiitorv Response 

You have failed to address the serious deficiencies in plaintiffs interrogatory 
response that we raised in my letter to you, and you have failed to respond to our request 
to meet and confer on this issue. We reject the notion that you may simply dismiss our 
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request to meet and confer about the sufficiency of your client's iaterrogatory respoases. 
Our concerns about tlte deficiency of plaintiffs interrogatory response cannot be derailed 
by your vague assurance of future supplementation or by your protestation tbat "it is a 
waste of time" to raise these deficiencies before receivuig plaintiffs documents. The 
substantive deficiencies in plaintiffs iaterrogatory response cannot be cured by a 
document production because the deficiencies are unrelated to the dcGuments. 
Furthermore, we have now received and reviewed plaintiffs document production, and 
the deficiencies in plaintiff sinteiTogatory response remahi. 

We have identified specific failures to respond at all, non-responsive answers 
and/or evasive answers in your cheut's interrogatory responses in writing, and we are 
entitled to have Are plaintiffs answers to those questions in advance of our deposition of 
the plaintiff We want to resolve this issue promptly as the date you have offered for Ms. 
Gauj acq's deposition is fast approacliing. 

Bepositiop Scheduling 

Gratuitous claims that one party or tlie other "does not intend to honor the 
agreement" or "is not acting in good faith" will not advance the cause of reasonable 
cooperation. We have never agreed that the Nadal deposition and the 30(b)(6) 
deposition(s) woiild talce place within 2 weeks of the Gaujac.q deposition. We 
acknowledge tlie parties' earlier general discussions fliat Plaintiffs deposition would be 
taten first, with Mr. Nadal's deposition to follow as soon as practical thereafter. We also 
aclmowledge your deshe to accomplish promptly thereafter the depositions of the 
corporate defendants, although we have alwa.ys said that the as-yet-unlcnown scope of 
your deposition notices of the corporations will obviously affect the staffing and the 
timing of those depositions in relation to the others. Furthermore, we have always 
anticipated tlrat PlaintiEf s deposition would be completed before moving on, and that we 
would have her fiiU and complete discovery responses reasonably well in advance of her 
deposition. Beyond tins general understanding of how tiie depositions would proceed, we 
do not agree with your characterizations and have the following concerns about your 
statements in your e-mail of this morning regarding deposition scheduhng. 

Althougli you initially offered the plaintiff for deposition on two consecutive days 
in January (January 19-20), which we accepted in writing, you have now rescmded that 
offer and have stated that you will make the plahitiff available for only 7 hours on 
Januai-y 20. This is unworkable for us. As stated m my letter to you of December 16, 
2005, we are confident that the defendants, collectively, will require more tlian one 
seven-hour day to complete a fiill deposition of the plaintiff, due to the fact Uiat she has 
filed an extremely lengthy complamt, with 354 paragraphs of allegations, and the fact 
that there are three defendants. Your proposal to wait until the end of the one day you 
have now offered and then schedule the foUow-up deposition time is not acceptable. We 
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need to Icnow, in advance, the amount of time available to all defendants for this 
deposition for planning purposes and for purposes of allocating time among counsel for 
the defendants. 

With respect to the other deposition scheduluig issues you raised in your e-mail, 
we do not anticipate any problem maldng Mr. Nadal available for deposition in liis 
personal capacity within two weelcs of Plaintiffs deposition. Obviously, though, we 
need to Imow when Plaintiffs deposition will be — a presently moviag target dependiag 
on the date we obtain fall discovery responses and on resolution of her deposition 
schedule. Nor is there Ulcely to be a problem scheduling the depositions of tire corporate 
defendants reasonably promptly thereafter, depending upon what your deposition notices 
may seek. We could not possibly now commit to the availability of unlcnown corporate 
designees over unlmown issues. Even attempting such scheduling malces little sense until 
the issues of the tuning of complete discovery responses &om your cUent and the length 
of her deposition are resolved. 

Please provide us with your earliest available times on December 20 or 21, 2005 
when we can confer with you on these matters, in compUance with Local Civil Rule 
7(m). 



Very traly yonrs. 



■ p 



Dordtheaw. Regal \. 





Ronald S. Cooper, Esq. 
David Clark, Esq. 
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November 4 2005 



By Facsimile 

Elaine Charlson Biedehoft, Esq. 
Charlson Bredehoft & Cohen, P.C. 
1 1260 Roger Bacon Drive 
Suite 201 
Reston, VA 20190 

Re: Gauiacg v. EDFINA. et al. 

Dear Elaine: 

I write in lespeot of the discovery demands you recently served upon counsel for 
the defendants in this matter. Plaintiffs discovery demands are addressed only to 
defendants Electricite de France International North America, Inc. ("EDFINA") and 
Qiristian Nadal. None of the discovery demands has been addressed to defendant 
Electricite de France, S.A. ('^DF"). "What we received fi-om you are the following: 

PlaintifTs First Set of Intenogatoiies to Defendant Electricite de France 

International Nortli America, Inc. ("EDFINA") 
Plaintiffs First Set of Interrogatories to Defendant ChristianNadal 
Plaintiffs First Request for Production of Documents to Defendant Electricite de 

France International North America, Inc. ("EDFINA") 
PlaintiEf s First Request for Production of Documents to Defendant Christian 

Nadal 
Plaintiffs First Set of requests for Admissions to Defendant Electricite de 

France International North America, Inc. ("EDFINA") 
Plaintiffs First Set of Requests for Admissions to Defendant ChristianNadal 

While ttiis firm represents both EDF and EDFINA, tliey are two separate entities. 
As you Icnow, EDFINA is an indirect subsidiary of EDF. (See Answer of EDF and 
EDFINA H 4; Complaint 1[ 4). EDFINA cannot respond to any of the above discovery 
demands except with respect to EDFINA's own knowledge and documents within the 
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possession, custody or control of EDFINA. It oannot respond to these discovery 
demands on behalf of EDF. We, as counsel for EDF (as well as for EDFINA), cannot 
advise EDF to provide tlie requested informatiorL and/or documents when it has not been 
requested to do so by plaintiff under tlie Federal Rules of Civil Procedure. 

I bring this to your attention now in the hope of avoiding what might be a waste 
of time in tlie progress of fliis htigation. If this was an oversigjit and you wish to amend 
the denaands to include EDF, please let me Imow and provide amended demands as soon 
as possible. Similarly, if you intended to prepare separate demands for EDF and have 
simply not served them yet, please let me Imow. Otherwise, we wiU proceed to work on 
responses to these discovery demands only on behalf of EDFINA, the party addressed. 

I would be happy to discuss this with you if you vrish. 

Very truly yours, 

Dorothea W. Regal 



cc: Ronald S. Cooper, Esq. 



M UL,^ 
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"Elaine Bredehoft" 

<ebredehoft@charisonbredBh 

oft.com> 

11/18/2005 09:32 AM 



To <DRegal@hnrlaw.com> 

"Clark, David" <dcIark@stBpto8.com>, "Laura Hoguiat" 
cc <lhaguel(51hnrlaw.com>, "Coaper, Ronald" 

<RCoopBr@stBptoB.com>, <RMay@hnrlaw.com> 
bcc 
Subject RE: Discovery Demands Addressed to EDF 



Dorthea: Thanlcs for the earlier letter, as well as the email. I intentionally did not include EDF in the first set. My 
thought was that EDFINA would provide whatever infonnatiDn it has custody, control or access to, under the 
Rules. However, your point is well talcen that itmay be easier for you to combine them and move forward with 
discovery, I will talce a look at the discovery requests and determine which may also apply to EDF, and issue 
separate discovery far EDF, hopefully today, but otherwise, within the week My mtent will be to mclude requests 
that would relate specifically to EDF, anticipating lliat EDFINA will be able to access most of the information 
sought from tiiem specifically. 

I also Qweyouray comments on the Protective Order and am hoping to have that today as well. Let me know if 
you have any additional thoughts that we should discuss. Elaine 

Original Message 

From: DRegal@hnrlawxDm [mailto:DE.egal@hnrlaw.com] 

Sent: Friday, November 18, 2005 9:24 AM 

To; Elaine Bredehoft 

Cc! Clark, David; Laura Hoguet; Cooper, Ronald; RMay@hjirlBW.CDm 

Subject: Discovery Demands Addressed to EDF 



Dear Elaine: 

I am writing to follow up on my letter to you of November 4, 2005 regarding the question of whether you will he 
amending your discovery demands to include EDF as well as EDFINA As the work in responding to the 
outstanding demands progresses, it wouldbe very helpflil for me to know whether or not these requests (or any 
requests) will be addressed to EDF as it obviously affects the scope of the responses. I am available to discuss this 
if you lilce this afternoon (some tuna after 3:00pm). 

Dorothea W, Regal 

HOGUET NEWMAN & REGAL, LLP 

10 East 40th Sheet 

New Yorlc, New York 10016 

Tel. (212) 689-8808 
Fax (212)689-5101 
dregal@lmrlaw.com 



